This article investigates how developments in nanotechnology were framed in the British
Academy of Engineering report in July 2004. This early stage in the framing of nanotechnologies in the UK is of particular interest, since it involved a period of intense coverage in a section of the press over a relatively short period. To date, few systematic studies of news media coverage of nanotechnologies have been undertaken, especially outside of the United States (studies examining the U.S. elite press and popular science include Faber 2005; Friedman and Egolf 2005; Gorss and Lewenstein 2005; Stephens 2004; Stevens, this issue) . By undertaking an analysis of the framing of nanotechnologies in the British newspaper press during this formative period, this study intends to gain fresh insights into how the initial terms of reference for much of the ensuing news coverage were established. It will be argued that the press play a potentially crucial role in framing newly emerging issues, mainly by helping to establish the initial parameters of debate, by identifying certain news sources as pertinent and credible, and by providing topic-defining reference points (Allan, Adam, and Carter 2000; Miller and Riechert 2000; Priest 1994) .
Nanotechnology in the News
The available survey data for the UK suggest that public knowledge about nanotechnology is limited. Research carried out for the Royal Society and Royal Academy of Engineering (2004) enquiry, for example, found that general recognition of nanotechnology in Britain is minimal-evidently only 29 percent of respondents had heard of the term, and only 19 percent could provide a definition. Nevertheless, nanotechnology is increasingly attracting attention in sections of the newspaper press, especially on the financial pages, as developments unfold apace (Anderson et al. 2005) .
Many of the stakeholders concerned about public responses to nanotechnology-such as various government officials, scientists, industry spokespeople, citizen-action pressure groups, consumer organizations, academics, and the like-have taken an active interest in how nanotechnology is being represented in the news media. Painful lessons have been learned from the media panics surrounding crises such as BSE or "mad cow disease" and GM crops (where a language of "Frankenfoods" and "killer tomatoes" permeated public culture). For some stakeholders, the emergence of nanotechnology is regarded as the ideal context in which to introduce more effective strategies for "upstream communication," with the creation of programs such as Small Talk being introduced (Huijer 2003; Small Talk 2005 ; The Royal Society and Royal Academy of Engineering 2004; Wilsdon and Willis 2004) .
2 For nanotechnology's advocates, there has been widespread recogni-tion of the need to make the case for the potential benefits (economic, social, environmental, and so forth) of it while, at the same time, acknowledging the reasons why others are skeptical, even fearful, about possible threats, risks, and hazards (Gaskell et al. 2005; Roco and Bainbridge 2001; Treder 2004 ). Consistent with current debates around the public understanding of science, much is being made of a "dialogue" approach to science communication. A shared assumption here is that an enhanced culture of openness about all aspects of nanotechnology research will help to restore greater public trust in science.
Previous studies highlight the importance of investigating how claims made by certain news sources-especially those that enjoy high status positions in society-can be processed by journalists in a manner that allows them to become the "primary definers" (Hall et al. 1978 ) of controversial topics. The most powerful of these sources, it follows, are those that succeed in setting down the initial interpretation of the news topic. To the extent that this interpretation is mobilized as the most legitimate or credible one available, it will decisively influence the terms of reference within which further news coverage takes place. We focus here upon one particular case involving Prince Charles's intervention in the nanotechnology debate, arguing that celebrity influence can have a significant impact in shaping subsequent framing of the issues, which gave particular prominence to science fiction frames. For the purposes of this study, our research agenda revolves around a series of questions. Taken together, they define the objectives of our enquiry: specifically, how have news stories on nanotechnologies been framed during this time period in different sections of the national newspaper press? Which claims makers have been featured most often in the coverage, and to what extent have they been portrayed as credible, expert sources? And, finally, when, and under what circumstances, have certain issues, themes, and debates gained prominence? As we show, a number of news frames predominated during this period, corresponding with and following coverage of Prince Charles's comments on the issue, but with the level of coverage varying between newspaper types.
Methods
The sample of national newspaper coverage under scrutiny includes articles selected from the period April 1, 2003 , to June 30, 2004 , during which a number of major nanotechnology-related events occurred. These events included Prince Charles's public statement about nanotechnology (with much of the ensuing press coverage outlining "grey goo" scenarios) as well as the initiation of a major enquiry on nanotechnology by the UK's Royal Society and Royal Academy of Engineering. An initial pilot study of three newspapers was undertaken which established that the keywords "nano," "nanotechnology," "grey goo," and "nanobot/nanorobot" were sufficient to identify relevant news items. For the main study, then, the sample included ten UK-based national daily newspapers and eight UK-based national Sunday newspapers so as to establish a comparative evidential basis. Although it is unusual in studies of the news media to include tabloid coverage that is not regarded as "opinion-leading," in our view the high circulation rates of these newspapers warranted their inclusion within the sample (Hijmans, Pleijter, and Wester 2003; Nisbet et al. 2003; Nisbet and Lewenstein 2002) .
Our sample articles were identified via LexisNexis Professional in the first instance, and then any remaining articles were located via NewsBank Newspapers UK search facilities. The use of both archives ensured that our sample was comprehensive.
3 In total, 344 newspaper articles were generated from the sampling period. Each article in the sample was analyzed using a coding schedule, which recorded quantitative details including newspaper, date, page number, author attribution, and sources cited or referred to. We also made note of qualitative aspects of the data. Each news item was coded for its leading news "frame" and the "tone" of the item, with the assistance of a schedule developed by Stephens (2004) for his analysis of news media frames of nanoscience and nanotechnology in the United States. We also sought to identify further frames that were specific to the UK context. Finally, the articles were coded for their attribution of risks and benefits associated with nanotechnology. Although this latter aspect of our findings will not be discussed extensively in this article, this was also based on prior U.S. analysis (see Stephens, this issue) .
In order to track shifts in framing over the period so as to capture a sense of the rise and fall of coverage, we also analyzed news frames in three-month blocks; that is, quartiles. By examining articles in their entirety, we sought to discern how specific news frames were positioned in hierarchical terms from the top of the article (most significant or newsworthy) to the bottom (least significant or newsworthy). This assignment of news value is likely to be undertaken by the journalist as a matter of habitual practice. "Journalists develop specific media frameworks that enable them to process, report, and present large amounts of information quickly and routinely," as Conrad and Markens (2001) observe; "they must decide how to frame the issue, choosing from a number of available frames to give meaning to their story" (p. 375). Given that news frame and tone are open to a degree of subjective interpretation on the part of the coder, a sample of 12 percent of the newspaper articles was coded separately to ensure intercoder reliability. Electronic copies of each news item were stored using an N5 database, which allowed relevant news articles to be kept in their entirety but also to be categorized by their dominant news frame for the purposes of analysis. We also took hard copies of each newspaper article. This gave us a "feel" of the original article, which can sometimes be neglected using electronic versions alone (Hansen et al. 1998) .
Univariate descriptive analysis and bivariate analysis was undertaken on the data using SPSS11.5. This analysis resulted in the following cluster of news frames: science fiction and popular culture (e.g., reviews of books, television, films, radio); scientific discovery or project (e.g., molecular motors, microaircraft, computing); business story (e.g., Polaron flotation, Nanotechnology Index); Prince Charles interest (e.g., specific focus on perceived attitude/concern of Prince Charles); social implications and risks (e.g., discussions of regulation, impact on developing countries); funding of nano (e.g., DTI funding pledges, Research Council announcements); educational or career advice (e.g., closure of chemistry departments, City and Guilds reports); medical discovery or project (e.g., "nanofabricated" joints, "nanoshell" targeted cancer treatments); celebratory (e.g., Royal Society of Chemistry Awards, The Foundation for Science and Technology Dinner); and other (e.g., competitions, interviews).
Findings and Analysis
Our findings suggest that the press coverage during the period under scrutiny was concentrated in a relatively small number of elite newspapers. Eighty-six percent (n = 296) originated from the ten sampled daily newspapers and 14 percent (n = 48) from the eight sampled Sunday newspapers (see Table 1 ). Of the daily newspapers, the vast majority of articles (n = 255, or 74 percent) appeared in the elite press (mostly broadsheet), which have relatively low circulation figures, while the rest (n = 89, or 26 percent) appeared in the more popular (i.e., mostly high circulation) newspapers. The Guardian featured the largest number of articles (n = 81, or 24 percent) of the daily newspaper coverage. This was followed by The Times (n = 65, or 19 percent), The Financial Times (n = 47, or 14 percent), The Independent (n = 36, or 10 percent), and The Daily Telegraph (n = 26, or 7 percent). However, references to nanoscience and nanotechnology appeared in all of the sampled newspapers, with the exception of The News of the World, a Sunday tabloid newspaper, which did not feature any articles containing the keywords during this sampling period. The News of the World has the highest circulation of all the UK national newspapers.
This concentration of coverage to a few elite daily newspapers with relatively small distribution figures means that the visibility of the issue had been largely restricted to the relatively small middle-class and business groups who can be assumed to be the readers of these newspapers-which may account for the low level of recognition of the issue noted by the Royal Society and Royal Academy of Engineering (2004). The majority of readers of The Guardian (61 percent) and The Times (63 percent) are from a professional or skilled group. The Daily Mirror, which contributed eighteen articles to the sample, was the only newspaper offering more than a few articles featuring nanotechnology. Its demographic profile includes large sections of the semi-or unskilled classes. Around a third (35 percent) of The Daily Mirror readers are semi-or unskilled workers, or at the lowest levels of subsistence, such as pensioners (Newspaper Marketing Agency 2005). As Table 2 shows, a significant proportion of all articles featured a science-related frame, which indicates strong news interest in the scientific implications or applications of nanotechnologies. However, the publication of an approximately equal number of articles with the "science fiction and popular culture" frame and the "scientific discovery or project" frame conveys a mixed picture of the relationship between nanotechnology and science. It would seem to reflect uncertainty about whether nanotechnologies can be most adequately contextualized within the realms of science fiction or science fact. The "business story" frame was similarly pronounced, being the third most common frame overall, which indicates strong interest in the economic implications of nanotechnologies.
SCIENCE COMMUNICATION
It should be noted that these frames were not uniformly spread across the newspapers. For example, The Guardian had by far the largest single number of articles with a "scientific discovery" frame (n = 17, or 31 percent) and a "social implications" frame (n = 15, or 47 percent), while The Financial Times, perhaps not surprisingly, had the largest single number of articles with a "business story" frame (n = 20, or 38 percent) and a "funding" frame (n = 10, or 37 percent). The "science fiction and popular culture" frame appeared mainly in The Times, The Independent, and The Guardian, accounting for 69 percent of all coverage, while stories with an "educational" frame appeared mostly in The Guardian (n = 12, or 46 percent) (see Table 3 ). Given their readership, it is likely that these newspapers provide a somewhat different inflection to stories than those with the same frames appearing in the more popular newspapers, though we are less concerned with the details of this here than with the overall pattern of frames. When one analyzes the data according to quartiles (Table 4) , one obtains a picture of the rise and fall of different news frames over the period. The largest single number of articles appeared during the first quartile, April to June 2003. The coverage declined thereafter, but remained at a reasonably steady level for the rest of the period. This table also shows the dominance of particular frames at different times. Thus, of the thirty-nine articles with the frame "Prince Charles's interest," twenty-nine (i.e., 74 percent) appeared between April and June 2003. A large proportion of the articles with "social implications and risks" and "science fiction and popular culture" frames also appeared during this period (twenty of thirty-two or 62 percent and nineteen of fifty-five or 34 percent, respectively). While the frames "Prince Charles's interest" as well as those focusing upon social impacts and risks" gained particular prominence in the first quartile of the study, they received little coverage during the rest of the sample period.
The early framing of issues during the period from April 1 to June 30, 2003, was dominated by Prince Charles's public comments on nanotechnology, characterized by some newspapers as a forthcoming "grey goo" crisis (it is worth noting that Prince Charles did not actually use the phrase, however). Interestingly, other dominant news frames during this period were "science fiction" and "social implications and risks" (see Table 4 ). This period during the initial framing of nanotech is significant since early coverage can potentially set the agenda for later discussion (Petersen 2002) . Approximately a third, 32 percent (n = 110), of the total sample of newspaper articles were published during the first three months of the sampling period (see Table 4 ).
The story broke on April 27, 2003 in The Mail on Sunday, a right-wing, midmarket newspaper. From the outset the issue was framed as a "political" rather than "science" story. Jonathan Oliver, the newspaper's political correspondent, secured front-page coverage with his report headlined "Charles: 'Grey Goo' Threat to the World" (Oliver 2003a, 1) . The article continued on page two of the same edition, with a further "full report," headlined "Nightmare of the Grey Goo" on pages 8 and 9 (Oliver 2003b, 8) . Finally, on page 24, there was an item authored by Jonathan Porritt, Chairman of the Government's Sustainable Development Commission, discussing the regulation of (17) 52 (15) 71 (21) 51 (15) 344 (100) these "new" technologies (Porritt 2003, 24) . From the first lines of the frontpage story, the political focus was clear as the article stated that Prince Charles was on a "collision course" with Prime Minister Tony Blair as the Labour government were keen to support, both politically and financially, developments in nanotechnology (Oliver 2003a, 1) .
Further coverage included comments from Member of Parliament Dr. Ian Gibson reportedly stating that Prince Charles should "keep his nose out" (Oliver 2003b, 8) . Jonathan Oliver's initial article suggested that Zac Goldsmith, editor of The Ecologist, had encouraged the Prince's interest by passing on a copy of the ETC Group's report The Big Down. Though the coverage pointed out that the Prince was organizing an "emergency summit" with scientists contacted via the Royal Society, his views were strongly framed as unsupportive and depicted as his latest environmentalist crusade. The Sunday Times also covered the story on this date; however, its news piece by Jasper Gerard took a more lighthearted approach, describing "mystic Charlie Wales jibbering" over nanotechnology (Gerard 2003, 17) .
In the coming days, without a specific comment or reaction from the Prince, the news coverage began to speculate more voraciously on his attitudes and stance and the inspiration for his interest. On April 28, 2003, The Daily Mail, The Independent, and The Times covered the story. Andrew Pierce's (2003, 9) coverage in The Times claimed that Prince Charles had not read Michael Crichton's book Prey, but had gathered his information "from a number of scientific journals." This was the only article throughout the entire sampling period that referred to an official "spokesperson" in relation to Prince Charles's concerns. By April 29, 2003, the issue was covered in The Times, The Guardian, The Independent, and The Mirror. The articles in both The Guardian and The Independent also highlighted that the Prince had read the ETC group's report, The Big Down, although Tim Radford's report in The Guardian stressed that Charles had also contacted the Royal Society for information (Radford 2003, 3) .
In these three months nanotechnology had firmly entered the political and media arena, with the "two sides of the debate" about nanotechnologyadvocates being Lord Sainsbury, Tony Blair, and Ian Gibson and critics being Prince Charles, Caroline Lucas, and the ETC Group-effectively established by the end of this period of reporting. Coverage was sporadic after May 7, 2003. There remained confusion about Prince Charles's specific views; they were most commonly attributed to the ETC Group, though some articles highlighted that the Royal Society was organizing a meeting between the Prince and those working in nanotechnology. Typically, the articles framed by the Prince's interest attempted to achieve "balance" by equally discussing both risks and benefits. Only four of the thirty-nine articles framed by his concern placed more focus on the risks of nanotechnology; these included an article in The Mirror, discussing the use of nanoproducts in skincare, and a letter to The Times criticizing the manner in which the Prince's concerns were portrayed as scaremongering and ignorant (Loening 2003, 19; Smith 2003, 22) . The concern of environmentalists, pressure groups, and the Prince had firmly been set as the antiscientific views of "nano-luddites."
However, on June 11, 2003, the Government's Office of Science and Technology (OST) launched The Royal Society and Royal Academy of Engineering Joint Study on Nanotechnology, which promptly reignited press interest in the issues. Evidently by electing to read it against the backdrop of the controversy surrounding Prince Charles, The Daily Mail and The Guardian reports of the launch the following day were quick to focus on the political ramifications. Though the study was conducted independently of the Prince, awareness of his prior contact with the Royal Society resulted in some coverage suggesting a direct link.
While the Prince's comments generated a significant amount of press interest, in the main they were treated with skepticism by most national UK newspapers. Yet the involvement of a celebrity clearly boosted the newsworthiness of the issues. Previous studies suggest that increasingly celebrities play a crucial role in sustaining media attention to an issue despite a lack of policy events (see Corbett and Mori 1999; Turner 2004) . It is worth noting in this context certain parallels between the Prince's intervention into the debate about nanotechnologies and his earlier intervention in the controversy over GM crops and food. 4 In both cases, he chose to give initial prominence to his concerns through articles in the Daily Mail or its Sunday counterpart, The Mail on Sunday.
5 It is noteworthy, however, that the vast majority of articles on nanotechnology during the subsequent period of reporting on this issue appeared in the so-called quality press, which has a much smaller readership (see Table 1 ). In the nanotech case this was via a commentary piece written by close friend and advisor Jonathan Porritt. Despite NGOs (nongovernmental organizations) featuring infrequently in our sample of press coverage, reference was made to dystopian visions of nanotechnology via the news peg that the Prince's statements provided. Indeed, over the period of our study, the Prince was found to be the single most commonly referred to individual in the press coverage, appearing in a total of thirty-nine articles (see Table 4 ). Table 4 shows that the coverage of some frames was also reasonably consistent throughout the period: for example, articles with the "scientific discovery or project" frame were fairly evenly distributed across the different quartiles. However, there was a rise and fall in the preponderance of different frames over time in response to particular events.
When the articles were coded for their attribution of risks and benefits associated with nanotechnology, the following nominal categories emerged:
• Benefits outweigh risks (n = 132) • Risks outweigh benefits (n = 38) • Risks/benefits need to be weighed but unclear if a benefit or risk (n = 56) • Technical limits to progress, not limits associated to ethical, legal, or social implications (n = 16) • Not applicable (n = 102) In other words, the overall picture conveyed is one of a mixture of strong optimism in relation to the benefits of nanotechnologies combined with concerns about the risks and uncertainties about possible benefits or risks. However, there were some interesting differences between newspapers. The midmarket Daily Express and Daily Mail were found to most often offer a balance of risks and benefits, whereas the other daily newspapers in the sample had more coverage of benefits outweighing the risks.
It was notable that these news stories were not typified as belonging to a specific news genre, but rather were positioned across a range of themincluding the hard news, science, health, educational, and business sections (for a discussion of science and newspaper typifications, see Allan 2002; Katz Rothman 1998; Nelkin 1987; Nelkin and Lindee 1995; Pellechia 1997) . Despite the coverage featured in different sections, however, certain commonalities were observed. For example, business coverage frequently mentioned the political and social issues that may impinge on investments in the area, while educational stories and science coverage often focused on nanotechnology as the next "big thing." Moreover, and as one might expect, the placement of pertinent items in different sections corresponded with the journalists involved in their production. General correspondents most often authored articles, with only 13 percent (n = 43) of the sample written by science correspondents or editors, and just 4 percent (n = 13) authored by technology correspondents or editors. News items in the broadsheets were more likely to be authored by a science correspondent, while news items in the popular newspapers were more likely to be written by political or nonspecialist news reporters (see Table 5 ).
6
The single most prevalent news source referred to in our sample period was Michael Crichton's novel Prey, with twenty-two references. Given that certain metaphors and images in news reporting can sometimes blur the distinction between science fiction and science fact, the salience of references to this novel and its associated imagery of deadly nano-swarms is striking (4) 196 (57) 40 (11.5) 42 (12) (Petersen, Anderson, and Allan, forthcoming) . There is every indication that it has played an influential role in casting the interpretative frames through which people relate to these debates (Larson, Nerlich, and Wallis 2005) . Following Crichton's novel in prominence was the Royal Society and Royal Academy of Engineering study, which was cited by sixteen of the newspaper articles (see The Royal Society 2004).
7
Regarding the most prominent stakeholders identified in the coverage, our results suggest that scientists gained considerable visibility. Indeed, scientists, both academic and commercially based, were the most frequently quoted or cited sources across the entire sample of articles, and also more likely to be the first or second source referred to in the items. As Table 6 demonstrates, politicians or governmental representatives also ranked highly, while spokespersons of groups like the ETC Group, Greenpeace, or the Royal Society were relatively uncommon.
Discussion and Conclusions
In summary, the articles examined over the sample period convey considerable news interest in the scientific aspects of nanotechnologies, anticipating a range of nanotech applications in different fields. Yet the bulk of coverage is still confined, in the main, to a relatively small number of elite newspapers, exhibiting an uneven spread of different frames over the period. These newspapers provide differing emphases that reflect a number of factors, including the organization of news beats, target readerships, and political slants. For example, the Financial Times covered nanotech principally as a business story, while The Guardian highlighted scientific developments, science fiction, and social implications. Looking across all the coverage in (100) the sample period, the possible benefits to be derived from nanotechnology receive more extensive coverage than do possible risks. However, these articles also highlight a considerable degree of uncertainty about the precise nature of nanotechnologies, and the associated difficulties in expressing them in a language suitable for newspaper readers (hence, in part, the recourse to terms and imagery from science fiction). As might be expected, such definitional ambiguities gradually appeared to be clarified, at least to some extent, as the coverage unfolded. Interestingly, our data indicate that the prominence given to Prince Charles's purported comments seems to have been the principal catalyst for further news interest in nanotechnologies; the involvement of a celebrity clearly gave the topic enhanced newsworthiness (see Corbett and Mori 1999; Turner 2004) . It also provided the opportunity for proponents of nanotechnologies, particularly scientists and politicians, to voice their views in support of nanotechnologies in the following months, and thereby potentially help shape the parameters of subsequent debate. This article's evidence shows that the initial framing of nanotechnologies in the UK was dominated by Prince Charles's comments about the "grey goo" (i.e., dystopian) scenario, and yet the tone of the newspaper coverage was largely positive in its orientation. The article suggests that the involvement of a celebrity played a crucial role in enhancing the newsworthiness of the issues and influencing their subsequent framing in the newspaper press, which gave particular prominence to science fiction frames. We believe it is reasonable to suggest that the Prince's intervention-despite the questions raised about the relative credibility of his truth-claims-provided a convenient news "peg" or "angle" for journalists. Convenient, that is, in the sense that it enabled them to secure a basis whereby a scientific issue could be justified as being of sufficient newsworthiness to warrant the attention of the press, and therefore, in turn, the interest of the general public.
More specifically, our study suggests that the newspaper coverage tended to simplify and individualize complex scientific debates by aligning news sources in a manner that accentuated their differing positions. In the course of constructing a debate amongst interested stakeholders, some journalists clearly sought to heighten a sense of the relative "news value" of nanotechnology by underscoring the degree of conflict amongst the differing perspectives. The Prince's association (fairly or otherwise) with "grey goo" fears allowed for a degree of journalistic balance to be struck with those of advocates, namely those who sought to privilege the perceived benefits to be gained in economic and scientific terms. This reflects the general journalistic tendency to present "two sides of a story" in order to make a report appear balanced and impartial (see Allan, Adam, and Carter 2000; Anderson 1997) .
Similarly worthy of close attention in this context, according to our findings, is the relative prominence of the science fiction frame throughout the entire sample period, though especially during the period of the extensive reporting of Prince Charles's comments. It stands to reason, we would suggest, that efforts to move public engagement "upstream" will need to devote greater attention to how (and why) journalists draw upon fictional images, and the possible ways this merging of fact with fiction may be influencing the process of issue formation.
A careful examination of the news frames operating in news coverage, our study suggests, can contribute to furthering an understanding of how certain definitions of nanotechnology are legitimated over others. We hope to cast further light on processes of news production in the next phase of our study, which involves in-depth interviews with scientists, journalists, and editors. News frames are likely to offer a practicable resource for journalists seeking to process "the facts of the matter" in a manner consistent with their perceptions of the newspaper's readership, including what can be assumed to constitute public knowledge about the science involved. This seemingly "common sensical" process by which journalists adjudicate between competing truth-claims, we would argue, is likely to have a profound influence upon what is seen to count as the reality of nanotechnology on the pages of a newspaper.
Notes
1. This article draws on the findings of the first stage of a project exploring the production and portrayal of news on nanotechnologies in the British press. The project, which is funded by the ESRC (RES-000-22-0596), involves an analysis of coverage of news articles on bionanotechnology over a fifteen-month period, followed by a survey and in-depth interviews with scientists who are quoted or cited in stories along with author journalists and their editors, as well as a small sample of scientists who are not cited or quoted.
2. Briefly, Small Talk is intended to provide coherence to discussions of nanotechnology between scientists, the public, and policymakers in the UK. It is funded by COPUS, the Committee on the Public Understanding of Science.
3. All the principal national daily and Sunday newspapers in the UK were included in the sample. Unfortunately, The Financial Times was not available through either of these archive services and was searched using the newspaper's subscription facility, which provided full articles.
4. Prior to Prince Charles publishing an article on the dangers of GM food in The Daily Mail on June 1, 1999, he consulted with his advisors (including close friend, and former director of Friends of the Earth, Jonathan Porritt) through a working dinner at Highgrove (Marks 1999; Prince Charles 1999 ). It appears that Porritt again played a significant role in Prince Charles's intervention into the debate about nanotechnologies in 2003 (Highfield 2003) .
5. The Daily Mail and The Mail on Sunday are right-wing, midmarket newspapers with a relatively high number of female readers (Newspaper Marketing Agency 2005) . They have often taken on a campaigning role and sparked off public debates-notably the "Save our Seals" campaign in the 1980s and the more recent campaign over "Frankenstein foods" in the late 1990s (Anderson 1997; Cook 2004) . In June 1999 The Daily Mail launched a "Daily Mail Campaign Genetic Food Watch"; The Daily Mail and The Mail on Sunday took a strong anti-GM stance and referred to GM foods as "frankenfoods" or "frankenstein foods."
6. Similarly, during the crucial first two days when the GM story broke, it was found that no news articles were authored by science journalists and 45 percent of stories were written by political journalists. This was especially evident in the popular press, which took on a campaigning stance and did not define it as a "science/technology" issue. Indeed, science correspondents never contributed over 15 percent of the total news coverage at any stage during the period of the controversy (POST 2000) .
7. The Royal Society is the UK's national scientific academy and it is influential in science policy at the national and international level. It has recently advised the UK government on nanotechnology.
